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STATEMENT OF ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1, 6 and 8-14 are pending. The Final Rejection of Feb 4, 201 1 includes the 
following errors. 

In the May 26, 201 1 Advisory Action, the Examiner indicated that the Amendment filed 
on May 4, 201 1 would be entered for purposes of appeal. Although not expressly stated in 
Advisory Action, the amendment to claim 1 avoided the rejection under 35 USC 1 12, second 
paragraph, as clear antecedent basis is provided for the first two, second two, third two and 
fourth two leaf springs. Specifically, this amendment was suggested by the Examiner to 
overcome one of the rejections (112, second). 

Claims 1, 6 and 8-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph. This rejection 
is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner states that the claimed phrase "said weight being held . . . immovably in 
the vertical direction perpendicular to the plane only by said plurality of springs" is not 
supported in the original disclosure. Specifically, the Examiner takes the position that the weight 
2 is held in the vertical direction V by not only the springs 4, 5, 6, 7, but also wall portions 21, 
22, 23 and 24 as shown in Figures 2 and 5. However, the springs 4, 5, 6, 7 support the weight 2, 
and the walls 21, 22, 23 and 24 (which form the frame body 3) support the springs, such that the 
claims are supported in the specification. The walls, moreover, do not directly support the 
weight. 

During the interview, the Examiner explained that Figure 2 appears to show the wall 
portion 23 being "above" the weight, and therefore interpreted the wall portion 23 as having a 
"roof or "cover" portion. However, as is clear from Figure 1 , of which Figure 2 is a cross 
section, the wall portion 23 is clearly spaced from the weight 2 by springs 6. Specifically, while 
the wall portion 23 is visible in Figure 2, the wall portion 23 is still spaced from the weight 2 as 
shown in Figure 1. Stated differently, Figure 2, being a cross section of Figure 1, shows the wall 
portion 23 in the background, there being no part of wall 23 that serves to directly support the 
weight. The only elements that support the weight are the springs 4, 5, 6, 7, as effectively 
claimed. 

Moreover, it is clear that no portion of wall portion 23 in Figure 2 is shown with cross 
hatching; this being a strong indication that wall portion 23 has no part that lies in a plane above 
the weight in a way that would preclude its vertical movement. By contrast, the wall portions 21 
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and 22 in Figure 2 include cross hatching that indicates a regular rectangular thickness, with no 
cover portions, etc. The use of double lines in Figure 1 represents the thickness of the walls 21, 
22, 23 and 24, there being no indication that there is any cover or lid aspect of the walls that 
would directly support or contact the weight 2. 

The specification, e.g., page 11, lines 14-16, specifies that ". . . the weight 2 is held by the 
leaf springs 4, 5, 6 and 7 movably in all directions in the horizontal plane and immovably in the 
vertical direction V, respectively". The Examiner stresses in the Advisory Action that the term 
"ONLY" is missing from this quotation. However, because the Examiner cannot point to any 
text or drawing which shows that, in addition to the springs, the walls (or any other structures for 
that matter) somehow support the weight, the Examiner's position must fail. The Examiner's 
rejection is simply based on a misinterpretation of the drawings, in which the Examiner 
incorrectly read the wall 23 as being positioned above (and somehow in contact with) the weight, 
when in fact the wall 23 is clearly behind the weight 2 in the cross section of Figure 2, as evident 
from Figure 1. There is nothing to suggest that the wall is anything but planar in Figures 1 and 2, 
which results in a structure in which only the springs support the weight. 

Furthermore, as explained to the Examiner during a telephone interview conducted on 
May 4, 201 1, the shape of the springs as shown in the drawings, particularly in relation to Figure 
4, is such that the spring may flex about the U-shaped portion 41 in the horizontal plane, and at 
the same time the springs guard against movement in the vertical plane. See also page 12, lines 
6-7 (". . . the leaf springs 4, 5, 6 and 7 are practically not deflected in the vertical direction V .") 
This can be easily demonstrated by bending a piece of paper as shown in Figure 4 and standing it 
upright (on its edge) on a tabletop surface: the paper will allow flexing about the U-shaped 
portion (parallel to the tabletop surface; analogous to allowing movement of the weight in the XI 
and Yl directions per Figure 1) but will resist/prevent movement if a force is applied along a 
direction perpendicular to the tabletop. Likewise, the bent shape of the springs will not allow 
practical movement of the weight and as such the springs provide the only structure that supports 
the weight (analogous to the springs practically preventing movement in the V direction as 
shown in Figure 2). The above quotation (underlined above), not addressed in the Advisory 
Action, demonstrates that as a result of the shape of the springs, they will not deflect (practically) 
and thus no other structure is necessary to support the weight. Thus, the only structure that is 
shown and described as supporting the weight is the springs. Note that damping mechanism and 
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its associated structure, e.g., 51, 52, 54, etc., provide damping in the horizontal plane (per page 
10, last line to page 11, line 9) and thus these damping elements also do not support the weight in 
the vertical plane V. 

Based on the above explanation, therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
rejection under 1 12, first paragraph is untenable given that the original specification provides 
clear support for what is claimed. 

The Pre-Appeal Panel is thus respectfully requested to reverse the Examiner's clearly 
inappropriate rejection and pass the application to allowance. 
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